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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

3. Regarding claim 1, the phrase "the immediate blank" (line 5) lacks proper 
antecedent basis. Also, the phrase "from a radial direction" (line 7) renders the claim 
indefinite because, as currently claimed, it is impossible to ascertain the nature of this 
radial direction, i.e. radial direction of/with respect to what? As currently claimed, the 
radial direction could be any direction. In line 9, "pole claw" should read --pole claws-. 

4. Regarding claim 2, it is unclear what is meant by "by a same process for 
applying the forming force". Specifically, it is unclear whether the same process is 
applied yet again, or if it is meant that the tapered surface and the permanent-magnet 
fastener are formed during the applying of the forming force. 

5. Regarding claim 3, it is unclear what is meant by "by simultaneously applying 
the forming force. The claim should either recite -simultaneously with applying the 

forming force — or -by simultaneously applying the forming force and the -, 

where the blank space stands for some structural element or method step. As currently 
claimed, claim 3 is not grammatically correct, and it is unclear exactly what is meant. 
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6. Regarding claim 8, the claim should be rewritten, since it does not have a 
transition phrase such as "wherein" or "further comprising" between "Claim 1 ," and "the 
permanent-magnet". Moreover, the phrase "the permanent-magnet fastener is trimmed 
off any unnecessary portion thereof is grammatically incorrect and renders the claim 
indefinite since it is unclear exactly what is being claimed. 

7. Regarding claim 10, it is unclear what is meant by the phrase "wherein the 
intermediate blank and the magnetic pole claw together are joined to be effected". It 
would appear the claim requires the claws and the blank to be joined, but claim 1 recites 
the blank already having the claws. It is therefore unclear exactly what is being claimed 
in claim 10. Further, it is unclear what is meant by "from the plate portion that 
operatively associates the magnetic pole claws of the intermediate blank with each 
other". Again, it would appear the claim is directed to joining the claws to a plate and 
somehow associating the claws with each other. Clarification is requested. 

8. Regarding claim 11, it is unclear what is meant by "forging ... surface of the 
magnetic pole claws", since, as currently claimed, it would appear the magnetic pole 
claws protrude on a circumference of the intermediate blank and an inner peripheral 
surface of the magnetic pole claws. Clarification is requested. The phrase "from a radial 
direction" (In. 7) renders the claim indefinite. See the corresponding discussion 
presented above with respect to claim 1. In line 9, "claw" should be changed to -claws- 
. The phrase "to an outer peripheral end" (lines 9 and 10) renders the claim indefinite, 
since it is unclear whether this peripheral end is the same as the outer peripheral end 
recited in line 8. As currently claimed, it is unclear how this outer peripheral end is 
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related to the recited structure. Likewise, it is unclear where the recited "inner peripheral 
end" (line 12) is located relative to the other structural elements. 

9. Regarding claim 12, see the discussion concerning the inner and outer 
peripheral ends in claim 11. As currently claimed, it is unclear which of the outer 
peripheral ends of claim 1 1 corresponds to the peripheral end recited in claim 12. 

10. Regarding claim 14, in line 2, "claw" should read -claws-. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

12. Claims 1-14, as best understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kato (US200201 38968 to Kato et al.) in view of Habert (US3714484). 

13. Regarding claims 1-3 and 11, Kato discloses forging a rotor core (6, Figs. 3-5) 
to be fixed around a facing rotary shaft (page 6, para. [0093]), constraining by a die 
(113, 114, Fig. 7) an intermediate blank (61, Fig. 7a) having multiple magnetic pole 
claws (41, Fig. 7a) that protrude in the same direction on a circumference of the 
intermediate blank and an inner peripheral surface of the magnetic pole claw, applying a 
forming force from a radial direction and causing a local plastic flow to an outer 
peripheral end of each of the magnetic pole claws so as to form a tapered surface an 
outer peripheral end and a permanent-magnet fastener on an inner peripheral end, the 
tapered surface and the magnet fastener being formed by a same process for applying 
the forming force by simultaneously applying the forming force (see rejection under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2 nd paragraph); clearly forming pressure is applied in a radial direction, 
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since the claws are deformed inwardly, from the shape of Fig. 7a to that of Fig. 7b; see 
para. [0082] on pages 5 and 6. Moreover, it is inherent that there would be plastic flow 
as claimed, since the blank is being pressed by the die. Also see the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2 nd paragraph. 

14. However, Kato does not disclose forming a tapered surface on only one of the 
outer peripheral ends of each magnetic pole claw. 

15. Habert teaches forming a tapered surface on only one outer peripheral end of 
each pole claw, in order to reduce noise (see Figs. 4-8; see col. 2, Ins. 28-46). 

16. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the invention of Kato, in view of the teachings of 
Habert, by utilizing a set of dies which create a well-defined tapered surface on one of 
the outer peripheral ends of each pole claw. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to do so in order to address the issue of noise. Further, at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
create a set of dies that would result in a rotor having a tapered surface as claimed, 
given Habert's teaching of forming such a tapered surface to reduce noise. Since a 
desired shape is known, forming a suitable die to produce the desired shape would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. Moreover, utilizing such a die would 
have resulted in simultaneously forming the tapered surface and the magnet fastener in 
the same process. See the Response to Arguments below. 
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17. Regarding claim 4 a die having multiple component parts (113, 114) constrains 
the intermediate blank and the inner peripheral surface of each magnetic pole claw (see 
Fig. 7). 

18. Regarding claims 5-7 and 12-14, as modified in view of Habert, the tapered 
surface is on the outer peripheral side of the pole claws, and the magnet fasteners are 
on the inner peripheral side (see Fig. 13b; see para. [0087] on page 6). All the magnetic 
pole claws are formed at the same time, the inner peripheral surfaces of the claws being 
simultaneously and individually constrained by a die 113 and 114 (see Fig. 7). 

19. Regarding claim 8, unnecessary portions (8, Fig. 11b) are trimmed off from the 
core, including from the permanent magnet fastener (para. [0090] on page 6). 

20. Regarding claim 9, clearly pressing the core between dies 113 and 114 (Fig. 7) 
adjusts the volume of the magnet fasteners and tapered surface. Further adjustment is 
performed in a re-pressing operation as shown in Fig. 10. 

21 . Regarding claim 10, the constraint force is applied from the plate portion (3, Fig. 
7a). 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments filed 3/11/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

23. Specifically, Applicants argue Kato and Habert suggest nothing "about 
constraining an intermediate blank and an inner peripheral surface of the magnetic pole 
claw and applying a forming pressure from a radial direction and causing a local plastic 
flow to an outer peripheral end of each of the magnetic pole claw[s], thereby forming a 
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tapered surface on only one side of the outer peripheral end and a permanent-magnet 
fastener on an inner peripheral end simultaneously by the same process." Applicant 
argues Kato discloses forming only the permanent-magnet fastener and that the 
direction of forming is completely different from that of the present invention. Applicants 
also argue that Habert does not disclose a tapered surface that is formed 
simultaneously with a magnet fastener in the same process. 

24. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. For clarity, it should be noted the 
independent claims do not recite forming the fastener and the tapered surface 
simultaneously and that the rejection relies on the combined teachings of Kato and 
Habert, not on either of the references by itself. The forming force applied by the dies is 
indeed in a radial direction, at least to the extent a component of this forming force is in 
the radial direction. As can be seen in Figs. 7(a) and 7(b), the blank is deformed radially 
inward. Clearly there is a radial force. The second main point of the applied rejection is 
that the concept of a tapered surface on only one side of an outer peripheral end of a 
claw is known in the art, and that obtaining this shape during the forming operation of 
the rotor using the pair of dies would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. Particularly, since a desired shape is known, making a die to obtain the desired 
shape would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. The claims are 
currently sufficiently broad that they do not directly recite that the forming force and the 
plastic flow form the tapered surface. Rather, the claims require a radial force and 
plastic flow (which, inherently, is toward the top of the claws as seen in Figs. 7(a) and 
7(b)), and that at some point a tapered surface is formed. The third aspect of the 
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rejection is that given suitable dies to produce the claimed tapered surface, this would 
take place in the same process as forming the magnet fastener, because Kato already 
teaches forming the entire rotor core in the same process, and it would therefore be 
obvious to do the same using modified dies. 

Conclusion 

25. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIVIUS R. CAZAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8032. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6:30AM-5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on (571)272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. Dexter Tugbang/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3729 

/L R. CJ 5/26/2008 
Examiner, Art Unit 3729 



